In Modern Greek, clitic doubling is a grammatical device that marks clitic-doubled object NPs as topics. Clitic doubling involving the fronting of the clitic-doubled NP is called topicalization or, if combined with a boundary pause, topic left-dislocation. Topic left-dislocation is obligatory in the presence of a preverbal focused NP. Clitic doubling involving the backing of the clitic-doubled NP is called backgrounding or, if combined with a boundary pause, topic right-dislocation. Right-dislocated topics are interpreted as an afterthought. In Ancient Greek, clitic doubling was an occasional mnemotechnic device to clarify the referent of a leftdislocated topic usually separated by an intervening clause from the verb on which it depended. Topic right-dislocation existed in Ancient Greek as a device to clarify or specify the referent of a clitic pronoun. The grammaticalization of clitic doubling can be traced back to the use of hanging topics, in which case the doubling clitic was needed to specify the grammatical relation of the corresponding hanging topic as direct or indirect object. The construction was grammaticalized in the Medieval period, when clitic doubling positively marked clitic-doubled NPs as topics. In Asia Minor Greek, clitic-doubling serves exactly the same purposes as in Medieval and Standard Modern Greek. Turkish interference appears in the existence of a definite and an indefinite accusative to mark topic and focus respectively and possibly the preponderance of SOV as the unmarked order.
Introduction
Clitic doubling, the co-occurrence of a direct and/or indirect object NP and a coreferential clitic pronoun attached to the verb, is a characteristic feature of the Balkan languages, including Greek. The status of clitics and the constraints on clitic placement and clitic doubling in Modern Greek have received much attention, especially in the generative literature. 1 Several issues are involved. The first concerns the grammatical status of the doubled NP and the doubling clitic. Is the NP an argument and the clitic a functional element? Or is the clitic pronoun the argument proper and the NP a peripheral element, e.g. an adjunct? The second issue is directly related to the first one: are clitics words or affixes? Both issues are hotly debated in recent literature on Modern Greek and one finds proponents of either position using grammatical, morphonological and prosodic arguments to drive their point home. One of the most prominent advocates of the "clitics-are-affixes" position is Brian Joseph, who has defended his position in a series of publications. 2 In the other camp, one finds an equally famous Greek linguist, Irene Philippaki-Warburton, defending the "clitics-arewords" position with equal fervour. 3 Followers of the "clitics-are-affixes" position take the view that in clitic-doubling constructions, clitics are generated as a functional category, viz. an agreement marker, and the NP as a lexical category in the object argument slot. 4 Advocates of the "clitics-are-words" position, on the other hand, argue that clitics are base-generated, like a lexical category, in the object argument slot, the NP functioning as an adjunct. 5 I have elaborated at length on the status of clitics in a number of publications, where it is argued that clitics constitute a category sui generis, in some cases more word-like in behaviour, in others more affix-like. 6 In this paper, I am only marginally engaged in these issues, as its orientation is diachronic and the status of clitic pronouns is not the same for all the dialects and stages of the Greek language. Instead, I concentrate on another aspect of clitic doubling, viz. the discourse function of the doubled NP. Some thirty years ago, Philippaki-Warburton established that clitic doubling is obligatory in Modern Greek if the doubled NP presents given (known) information. In other words, clitic doubling is a grammatical device to signal topicalization (which would a priori seem to confirm Philippaki-Warburton's interpretation of the doubled NP as an adjunct instead of an argument). This paper traces the discourse origins of clitic doubling and its gradual grammaticalization from Ancient to Byzantine and Modern Greek, with particular attention to Asia Minor Greek. The dialects of Asia Minor are extremely interesting, both from a Greek and a general linguistic point of view. The Greek element is essentially Byzantine, thus representing a much older stage than is found in most of the other Modern Greek dialects. The admixture of Turkish elements, however, is what makes Asia Minor Greek unique, not just from the perspective of Modern Greek dialectology, but especially from the perspective of what Thomason (1997) has called "contact languages". The evidence presented here is novel and sheds new light on the history of clitic doubling in Greek.
The paper is organized as follows: §2 presents the standard account of clitic doubling in Modern Greek on the basis of the widely acclaimed (1997) grammar coauthored by Holton, Mackridge and Philippaki-Warburton; §3 contains a survey of clitic placement from Ancient to Modern Greek and its dialects; §4 traces the emergence and evolution of clitic doubling in Ancient and Byzantine Greek; §5 gives an overview of clitic doubling and related phenomena in Asia Minor Greek.
The standard account of clitic doubling in Modern Greek
Since the seminal work of Philippaki-Warburton in the mid-1970s, it is generally agreed that the co-occurrence of a direct and/or indirect object NP and a corresponding clitic pronoun indicates that the object is the topic of the sentence. Holton, Mackridge and Philippaki-Warburton (1997: 432) describe clitic doubling as "the device that removes the object from the comment (new part) of the sentence and renders it part of the background (known) information". In terms of generative features on phrases, clitic-doubled NPs (DPs) are defined as [-Focus] as opposed to non clitic-doubled NPs (DPs) which are interpreted as [+Focus] . 7 In Modern Greek, four different clitic-doubling constructions can be distinguished on the basis of word order and the presence or absence of a prosodic boundary before or after the clitic-doubled NP: 8 (1)a. The difference between (1a)- (1b) versus (2a)- (2b) is a matter of word order: VO vs. OV. According to Holton et al. (1997: 432) , fronting of the clitic-doubled NP implies topicalization in the strong sense of the word:
To use the object as the topic of the sentence it is necessary that the corresponding pronoun be added to the verb; in addition, the object noun phrase may be placed at the beginning of the sentence, since this is the most typical topic position. [...] The explicit mention of the object noun phrase at the beginning of the sentence in conjunction with its pronoun marks the object as the topic.
Although the term "clitic doubling" technically applies to all four constructions, it is used in a narrow sense to refer to constructions such as (1a) only (Holton et al. 1997: 194) . The definition given in Philippaki-Warburton et al. (2004: 965 1 ) is very explicit in this respect:
We will use the term 'clitic doubling' to refer to the coexistence of a clitic pronoun and the lexical DP associated with it, where the doubled DP is to the right of the verb [...] and there is no perceptible intonation break before the doubled DP.
The difference between (1a)-(2a) versus (1b)-(2b) is a matter of prosody: the cliticdoubled NP is separated from the rest of the sentence by a boundary pause and a marked fall in intonation. The phenomenon is called "dislocation" and is defined as follows by Holton et al. (1997: 436f.) :
Dislocation is a more extreme form of topicalization [...] . A dislocated constituent is in a more peripheral position in the sentence, either at the very beginning or at the very end, and there is a comma after the dislocated topic, or a marked fall in intonation between it and the rest of the sentence.
The construction illustrated in (1b) is called "(clitic) left dislocation", the one in (2b) "(clitic) right dislocation". Confusingly, (2a) is also considered to be a case of left dislocation, as appears from the definition given by Holton et al. (1997: 194) :
Clitic left dislocation is a construction where we again find both the object (direct or indirect) noun phrase and its corresponding clitic, but in this construction the object noun phrase is found to the left of the verb, usually at the front of the sentence.
The presence or absence of a prosodic break appears to be even less important in the definition found in Philippaki-Warburton et al. (2004: 965 1 -italics added):
[W]e will use the term 'left dislocation' and 'right dislocation' for constructions where the corresponding DP, whether to the left or to the right periphery of the sentence, is more detached, and there may be a comma intonation intervening between the doubled DP and the rest of the sentence.
Holton et al. explicitly admit that it is often difficult to distinguish a topic from a dislocated constituent (1997: 437): 9 [T]he difference between topicalization and dislocation [...] is only a matter of the length of the pause between the topicalized or dislocated constituent and the rest of the sentence. The longer the pause and the deeper the intonation fall, the closer we get to dislocation.
In the absence of experimental evidence, it seems that there is a prosodic continuum between topicalization, illustrated in (1a), and dislocation, illustrated in (1b) and (2b). Following Chafe (1994: 59) , I will assume that the dislocated NPs in (1b) and (2b) constitute separate intonation units in the sense of Chafe (1994: 57ff.) and are set off from the rest of the sentence by a boundary pause, i.e. a longer pause from 0.1 up to 1.0 second (Chafe 1994: 59) . 10 The fronted NP in (2a) does not constitute a separate intonation unit, though it may be set off from the rest of the sentence by a shorter pause.
Given the ambiguity of the terms "clitic doubling" and "dislocation" as they are commonly used in the literature on Modern Greek, there is a need for clarification. As already remarked, the term "clitic doubling" refers to a purely syntactic phenomenon and as such applies not only to (1a), but to (1b), (2a) and (2b) as well. The term "dislocation" refers to a prosodic (and in some cases also syntactic) phenomenon and as such applies to (1b) and (2b), but not to (2a). The term "topicalization", on the other hand, refers to a discourse phenomenon and more specifically to the idea of information flow as defined by Chafe (1994: 53ff.) .
11 Chafe (1994: 73) considers information flow in terms of "activation cost": information is either active (given), semiactive (accessible) or inactive (new) at some point in discourse. Activation cost is determined primarily by "the speaker's assessment of changing activation states in the mind of the listener" (Chafe 1994: 81) . The flow of speech is to a large extent determined by the flow of information into and out of both "focal" (active) and "peripheral" (semiactive) consciousness (Chafe 1994: 30) . In many languages, especially those with a so-called "free" word order such as Greek, the flow of speech generally moves from active to semi/inactive information (Sornicola 1994: 4634) . This explains, of course, why the topicalized constituents are normally found at the beginning of the sentence.
Since clitic-doubling marks the clitic-doubled NP as active (given) or at least semiactive (accessible) information, it stands to reason to formulate the typology of clitic-doubling constructions in Modern Greek in terms of information flow. Cliticdoubling involving the backing of the object NP without the presence of a boundary pause as in (1a) will be called backgrounding, a term implied by the definition of Holton et al. (1997: 432) quoted at the beginning of this section and used by Kornfilt (1997: 206) to describe a comparable phenomenon in Turkish grammar. Backgrounding involving the verbalization of the clitic-doubled NP as a separate intonation unit as in (1b) will be called topic right-dislocation, although a good alternative would be afterthought, since a topic dislocated to the end of the sentence "always sounds like an afterthought aiming at clarification" (Holton et al. 1997: 437) . Clitic-doubling involving the fronting of the object NP without the presence of a boundary pause as in (2a) will be called topicalization, again following common practice. Topicalization involving the verbalization of the object NP as a separate intonation unit as in (2b) will be called topic left-dislocation. Both topic right-and topic left-dislocation are of course well-established terms in the study of information structure and are preferable to clitic right-and left-dislocation, as it is the topic that is dislocated, not the clitic. A special case of topic left-dislocation is called hanging topic left-dislocation, a term that is adopted in the literature on Modern Greek (Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou 2000: 184ff.) . The difference between topic leftdislocation and hanging topic left-dislocation is a matter of case: a hanging topic is in the nominative case, even thought it corresponds with an accusative or, in the case of an indirect object, genitive clitic pronoun. 12 Generally speaking, hanging topic leftdislocation is more typical of informal or casual speech, whereas topic left-dislocation is more characteristic of formal or careful speech. The interpretation of both constructions is the same (Holton et al. 1997: 437) : Non clitic-doubled NPs present new information and are unambiguously interpreted as focused. 13 The focus carries the main stress and is usually found at the end of the sentences: "With neutral intonation on an utterance the main stress falls naturally on the last constituent, interpreted as the focus" (Holton et al. 1997: 438) . Focused constituents may also be moved to the beginning of the sentence. In such cases, the difference between topic and focus is not expressed by word order, but by the presence versus absence of a corresponding clitic pronoun and by weak versus strong stress respectively. The focused counterparts of (1a) and (2a) are (3) and (4) respectively: If, however, a sentence contains both a topic and a focus at the beginning of the sentence, the topic generally precedes the focus: "The preferred arrangement in such cases is to start with the topic and place the focus immediately before the verb" (Holton et al. 1997: 439) , as in the following examples (where the topic is in both cases left-dislocated): There are several exceptions to this general principle: active information may not be expressed at all in the case of the subject, Greek being a pro-drop language, or it may be expressed by a clitic pronoun in the case of the object, which in Greek exhibits "special" syntax in the sense of Zwicky (1977: 6) . If the referents of Hopi and Yarimia were both given in the immediately preceding context and if the idea of loving had to be activated, (5a) and (6a) could be verbalized as (5b) or (6b) (cf. Holton et al. 1997: 435f.) , but more likely it would be verbalized as (7) Information may be also expressed contrastively, crosscutting the active-semi/inactive dimension (Chafe 1994: 76ff. It should be noted, however, that the contrastive object NPs will be clitic-doubled if they occur in preverbal position:
"Hopi loves Yarimia and Maria loves Nick"
"Hopi loves Yarimia and Maria Nick"
Last but not least, intonation may overrule the "normal" flow from active to semi/inactive information, as has already been observed.
Clitic placement from Ancient to Modern Greek
In the clitic-doubled examples given so far, the clitic pronoun is always placed immediately before the (finite) verb. This has indeed become the rule in Standard Modern Greek (Holton et al. 1997: 304) , but the situation is different in earlier stages of the language and in many Modern Greek dialects. The position of clitics or, to be more precise, enclitics in Ancient Greek is not related to the verb, but subject to what has come to be known as "Wackernagel's Law" (Wackernagel 1892 ). According to this "Law", enclitic pronouns and other enclitic elements tend to cluster together in sentence-second or, more precisely, clause-second position. 16 One of the oldest instances of such a clause-second enclitic cluster occurs in second-millennium Mycenaean Greek: In this particularly interesting example, the enclitic particle de and the enclitic pronoun min are graphically attached to the preceding sentence-c.q. clause-initial word dāmos, contrary to the disyllabic enclitic verb p h āsi (Ruijgh 1967: 30) . This graphical liaison suggests that the sequence da-mo-de-mi represents, in fact, a phonological word (Janse 1995-96: 163) . Remarkably, the phonological dependence of the enclitic pronoun min does not coincide with its syntactic dependence on the infinitive h ek h e h en, from which it is separated by four other words (two omitted).
The asymmetry between the phonological and syntactic dependence of enclitics indicates that in Ancient Greek their placement is not a matter of syntax, but rather of (discourse) phonology. 18 As I have argued in previous publications, Wackernagel's Law is thus best defined with reference to (discourse) phonological units, i.e. intonation units, instead of to syntactic units such as sentences and clauses, although the two may and in fact often do coincide. 19 Enclitics are attracted to foci, the most salient pieces of new (inactive) or contrastive (whether active or semi/inactive) information which are heavily stressed and typically placed at the beginning of an intonation unit. 20 Consider the following two verses from Homer's Odyssey: The three enclitic pronouns m(e), toi and moi are each attracted to the focus of the respective intonation units ("cola" in metrical terminology): 22 the (finite) verb ērōtāis in (11a), which contrasts with the (finite) verb eksereō in (11b), and the so-called "emphatic" subject pronouns egō in (11a) and sy in (11b), which contrast with each other. The position of m(e), phonologically attached to the verb with which it is connected syntactically, would be "ordinary" in the sense of (Zwicky 1977: 6) , the positions of toi and moi, phonologically detached from the verbs with which they are connected syntactically, would be "special". Note that egō is not the first word within its intonation unit, but is preceded by the prepositive particle autar. Much more noteworthy is the fact that autar egō toi constitutes a separate intonation unit, since the verse is a "self-contained unit […] at the end of which prosodic connection is interrupted" (West 1982: 5) . As a result, the enclitic pronoun toi is separated from the verb eksereō with which it is connected syntactically. This implies that toi can have no phonological connection with eksereō. By implication, moi will have no phonological connection with dos, even though it is syntactically connected with it, as toi is with eksereō. In other words, toi and moi are truly enclitic pronouns, contrary to their Modern Greek equivalents, which are proclitic. The Ancient Greek equivalent of (7) would be either (12a) or (12b), but not (12c) The dependence asymmetry between enclitic pronouns and their syntactic hosts on the one hand and their phonological hosts on the other becomes particularly evident in the following equivalents of (11a) and (11b), where the enclitic pronouns soi (Homeric toi) and moi are phonologically attached to the emphatic subject pronouns egō and sy, but separated by a quotation verb from the verbs with which they are connected syntactically:
2sg.dat. she said I will tell "… but I .. she said … I will tell you" Although the situation is basically the same in Classical Greek (5th-4th c. BC), there is a clear tendency towards "verb-centered" syntax (Marshall 1987: 120) , i.e. a tendency not to separate enclitics from the verbs with which they are connected. In the case of the personal pronouns, Marshall (1987: 121) notes a tendency towards postverbal placement, but his statistics are inconclusive and at any rate do not apply to Plato, to name just one prolific author from this period. He concludes that in Classical Greek, "there are two preferred positions (which may coincide) for (1987: 15f.) . In the case of minimal sentences, comprising just the verb and one or more enclitic pronouns, the two will always coincide: (16) Postverbal (ordinary) syntax could be considered the natural order, since the phonological dependence of the enclitic pronouns then coincides with their syntactic dependence. 25 It should come as no surprise that postverbal syntax would become a major factor in the development of the Greek language. Wifstrand (1949: 178ff.) confirms the tendency noted by Marshall for post-Classical Greek. In the Septuagint (3rd-2nd c. BC) and the New Testament (1st c. AD) postverbal placement is by far the preferred order. 26 In both cases, the general tendency towards postverbal syntax is of course reinforced by the Semitic substrate languages, Hebrew and Aramaic, which have pronominal suffixes instead of enclitic pronouns. As an example, consider the following quotation from the Hebrew psalms: What we have here is a perfect illustration of the two options of "verb-centered" syntax in post-Classical Greek: postverbal position (18b) versus preverbal position in accordance with Wackernagel's Law (18c). The question is why Wackernagel's Law should still be operative at all in the Septuagint and the New Testament where the Semitic substrate languages induce postverbal syntax, which is supposed to be the preferred order in post-Classical Greek anyway. At this point, it should be noted that a statistical approach to what is the "preferred" order is not very revealing without contextual information. In minimal sentences such as (16) and (17) The same applies to sentences, clauses or intonation units in which the verb comes first such as (12c), since the alternative (12d) would be ungrammatical as well. The key to the answer, then, lies in the nature of the word (or constituent) preceding the verb to which the enclitic pronouns are attracted, resulting in preverbal syntax. The situation in the Septuagint and the New Testament is particularly revealing in this respect, precisely because of the pressure from the Semitic substrate languages. At this stage in the development of the Greek language, there are no rules for preverbal syntax, just tendencies. Yet these tendencies are of major importance in our understanding of the development of a major split among the Modern Greek dialects. In Septuagint and New Testament Greek, Wackernagel's Law is optionally triggered by the presence, in preverbal position, of a focused word or constituent. In many, if not most, cases of preverbal (special) position, there are variant readings exhibiting postverbal (ordinary) syntax, but not vice versa. Although any focused word or constituent may occasion the application of Wackernagel's Law, certain categories are so to speak focused, hence heavily stressed, "by nature" (Janse 1993a: 21) . 28 One such category has just been illustrated in (18b) to (18e): interrogative pronouns. As a further example, compare the postverbal syntax in the minimal sentence (19a) with the preverbal syntax triggered by the presence of the interrogative pronoun in (19b): (19) The third category comprises the emphatic personal pronouns, as illustrated in (11a), (11b), (13) and (14) . In the following pair, the negative compound oudeis contrasts with the subject pronoun egō: Etymologically related to the demonstrative pronouns as well are the subordinating conjunctions. Note the order of the enclitic cluster tis se in preverbal position as opposed to se (me, mou) tis in postverbal position as in (16), (17) The examples just quoted illustrate the attraction of enclitic pronouns to words which are inherently (at least historically) focused. They all belong to categories which Dover (1960: 20) calls "preferential words", i.e. words "disproportionately common at the beginning of a clause". It stands to reason to assume that their preference for clause-initial position is related to their information status, which is either new (inactive) or contrastive (whether active or semi/inactive), and that the strong stress associated with their information status is responsible for the attraction of the unstressed enclitic pronouns (Janse 2000: 236) . Preferential words, then, are firstposition words, as opposed to enclitics, which are second-position words. (It should be noted, again, that first and second position are here defined with reference to intonation units which may or may not coincide with syntactic units such as clauses.)
The very frequency of combinations of first-and second-position words is such that it is justified to speak of "collocations" (Janse 2000: 236) . Examples (11a), (13) and (14) show that these collocations can and are realized as separate intonation units.
As the Mycenaean example (10) The situation in Medieval Greek is basically the same as in post-Classical Greek, except that the syntax of the enclitic pronouns is now completely verb-centered: "the clitic object pronoun ceased to be a freely moving part of the clause and instead became part of the verb phrase" (Mackridge 1993: 339) . Whether or not the Medieval Greek clitic pronouns were still enclitic, as in Ancient Greek, or had become proclitic, as Rollo (1989: 136) would have it, is a moot question, although the fact that preverbal syntax is impossible in minimal sentences (Mackridge 1993: 340) seems to suggest the former. The tendencies for preverbal syntax identified for Classical and post-Classical Greek are now labelled "rules" which are "more or less obligatory" by Mackridge (1993: 340) . He maintains that these "rules" can be explained "in purely syntactical terms " (1993: 329) . Preverbal syntax is obligatory in the presence of four categories of first-position words: subordinating conjunctions, negatives, interrogative and relative pronouns. Preverbal syntax is optional in the presence of focused words or constituents belonging to other word-classes, including the emphatic personal pronouns (ibid.). On the basis of these observations, it is safe to conclude that in Medieval Greek there were still two preferred positions for clitic pronouns: immediately postverbal, the unmarked option, or immediately preverbal, the marked option under certain syntactic and/or discourse conditions.
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As already remarked, this situation would eventually result in a major split among the Modern Greek dialects: "the tendency toward placement to the left became stronger and stronger, eventually becoming the only possibility in Standard Modern Greek" (Joseph 1990:129) . This process implies a reanalysis of the phonological dependency of the originally enclitic pronouns in realignment with their syntactic dependency:
The process can be schematized as follows (after Wanner 1996: 538):
A number of Modern Greek dialects, however, have generalized the postverbal instead of the preverbal pattern. In Pontic, this generalization has resulted in the morphologization of the erstwhile enclitic pronouns, which have become pronominal suffixes (Janse 2002b: 215) . In Cappadocian, a closely related Asia Minor Greek dialect, the situation is basically the same as in Medieval Greek. 31 Preverbal syntax is governed by syntactic constraints, viz. the presence of interrogative or relative pronouns, subordinating conjunctions, negative and modal particles (derived from subordinating conjunctions). However, preverbal syntax is also optionally triggered by focused words or constituents. The following examples illustrate the phenomenon: (27) 
Clitic doubling in Ancient and Medieval Greek
In the preceding section, the relation between focusing and clitic placement was discussed. The subject of the present section is the relation between topicalization and clitic doubling in Ancient and Medieval Greek. The use of pronouns to refer back or forwards to a coreferential NP within the same sentence is rather common in Ancient Greek. The doubled NPs are always unambiguously interpreted as topics which are either left-or right-dislocated. Although the term "topic left-dislocation" was not current in their time, Kühner & Gerth (1898: 660) Of particular relevance is the last part: the function of the pronoun referring back to the preceding NP (or pronoun) is to bring it back into "focal" (active) consciousness, to use Chafe's terminology. Emphatic or demonstrative pronouns are used to do this nachdrucksvoll, in which case they are focused, since the information they express has become semiactive because of the distance, both in space and time, between the antecedent and coreferential (anaphoric) pronoun. Since clitic doubling in Modern Greek obviously involves clitic rather than emphatic pronouns, it will be obvious that the phenomenon pronominal doubling in Ancient Greek is not always the same as in Modern Greek. It will be seen, however, that the principles underlying clitic doubling in Modern as well as Medieval Greek can be traced back to Ancient Greek. In the following quotation from Euripides' Phoenician Women, the emphatic personal pronoun emoi, which is in the dative, is separated from its verb dokeis by a long subordinate clause and therefore doubled by its enclitic counterpart moi (itself attached to the focused ksyneta) in the main clause: It would seem that in the preceding cases, the doubling of the emphatic personal pronouns by their enclitic counterparts is indeed "for clarity's sake", as Kühner and Gerth observed in (29) . At the same time it is clear that both emoi (men) in (30a) and eme in (31a) are separate intonation units functioning as left-dislocated topics.
The question is whether the use of the enclitic pronouns in (30b) and (31b) can be taken as evidence for clitic doubling in Ancient Greek? I think the answer has to be negative: the doubling of left-dislocated topics is never obligatory in Ancient Greek and is only done for the sake of clarity. It is very likely, however, that cases such as (30) and (31) form the discourse basis for what was to become a syntactic pattern in the further evolution of the Greek language. An additional piece of evidence against the clitic-doubling hypothesis for Ancient Greek comes from the doubling of enclitic personal pronouns by enclitic personal pronouns, as in the following excerpt from Aristophanes' Acharnians: (32) Example (36) is particularly interesting, because the right-dislocated topic occurs as the first word of a new verse line, a phenomenon called "enjambement". The enjambed constituent is focused, like eksereō in (10b). In this particular case, the NP dīon Ak h illēa is focused because it contrasts with the following word Trōessi "Trojans" and the contrast is verbalized by the enjambement and the juxtaposition of the two contrasting constituents.
The evidence discussed so far indicates that in Ancient Greek, clitic doubling has no direct relation to topic dislocation, whether left or right, but again it should be emphasized that clitic doubling as a syntactic phenomenon finds its origins in the discourse phenomena just described. The first evidence for the syntacticization of clitic doubling is found in post-Classical Greek. The following examples illustrate the phenomenon of hanging topic left-dislocation: left-dislocated topics in the nominative which co-occur with coreferential enclitic pronouns in an oblique case: (37) In cases like these, the manuscript tradition often varies between hanging and plain topic left-dislocation and, in the latter case, between clitic-doubling and the absence of a coreferential enclitic pronoun. In the following variants, the majority of the textual witnesses offer a plain left-dislocated topic, whereas one manuscript (Codex Bezae) has a hanging topic: (38) In examples (38a) and (39b), the length of the nominalized participial clause might be taken to have occasioned the clitic doubling in the main clause, so it will be more profitable to look for shorter left-dislocated topics similar to (37a) and (37b). A very interesting example can be found the book of Revelation: (40) Cases like (38a), (39b) and (40a) are very close to clitic doubling as found in Modern Greek, with the obvious exception of the position of the clitic pronoun. The use of the enclitic pronoun in these examples cannot be explained as Semitic interference, as the phenomenon is found in non-Biblical texts as well (Moulton 1908: 85 The question is whether (40a) and (41) are instances of topicalization comparable to (2a) or cases of topic left-dislocation comparable to (2b) -a question which cannot be answered definitely without prosodic information. The interpretation, however, of the constructions as cases of topic left-dislocation is without any doubt correct. The same order is found in Medieval Greek, where clitic doubling has definitely become a syntactic phenomenon. As Mackridge (1994: 906ff.) has shown, topicalized object NPs are always clitic-doubled, whereas focused object NPs are not. The doubling clitic is said to be "obligatorily placed after the verb" (Mackridge 1993: 328) , an observation confirmed in an independent study by Rollo (1989: 139f. It should be noted, however, that the clitic pronouns occur in preverbal position under the syntactic conditions specified at the end of §3. Examples (43) and (44) What we have here, is a topic left-dislocated subject NP eγó, followed by three coordinated object NPs. The clitic cluster se ta is attracted into preverbal position by the focused adjective ola which is placed in preverbal position. Double topics are rather common: It should be noted, however, that in the absence of prosodic information, it is also possible to consider examples such as (42), (43), (44) and (48) etsi mu i fénete eména i thus 1sg.gen. it seems me "this is how it seems to me, as far as I'm concerned" I conclude with an example of hanging topic left-dislocation quoted by Rollo (1989: 139 23 ). The use of the hanging nominative eγó is remarkable in the presence of the by then obsolete dative moi:
Clitic doubling in Asia Minor Greek
The geographical designation Asia Minor Greek has gained wide currency since the publication of Thomason and Kaufman's celebrated 1988 monograph on language contact. 36 It was adapted from the title of Dawkins' Modern Greek in Asia Minor who, however, explicitly restricted his investigation to dialects which were "native to Asia" or at least "pre-Turkish" (Dawkins 1916: 5) . These include Pontic, Farasiot, Cappadocian, Lycaonian (Sílli), Lycian (Livísi), Bithynian, but also Cypriot, Chian and Dodecanesian (Dawkins 1916: 213) . As a matter of fact, Dawkins' book deals only with Lycaonian, Cappadocian and Farasiot, or East Asia Minor Greek in his terminology (ibid.). 37 The relationships between the East Asia Minor Greek dialects can be summarized as follows (Dawkins 1916: 204ff Several dialects show contact phenomena. Farasiot and Lycaonian have features in common with Cappadocian, even though the former is more closely related to Pontic and the latter to Lycian Greek (Dawkins 1916: 204ff.) . 39 What is more conspicious, however, is the degree of Turkish interference in Asia Minor Greek, especially in Cappadocian. In some Cappadocian dialects the degree of Turkish interference is such that Thomason & Kaufman conclude that they "may be close to or even over the border of nongenetic development " (1988: 93f.) . In other words, they can no longer be considered Greek dialects in the full genetic sense, but rather Greek-Turkish mixed languages in the sense of Thomason (2001: 11) . 40 One of the many remarkable Turkish features in Cappadocian is its so-called differential object marking (Janse 2004: 4) : the tendency to mark object NPs that are high in animacy and definiteness and, conversely, not to mark object NPs that are low in animacy and definiteness. Turkish object NPs take the accusative suffix only if they are definite or specific. Indefinite (specific or nonspecific) object NPs are not marked for case and are morphologically identical with subject NPs. In Cappadocian, indefinite animate object NPs are identical with subject NPs as well, which means that they are morphologically marked as opposed to definite animate object NPs. Since the nominative case is now associated with indefiniteness, the definite article is never used with subject NPs, even if they are definite. 41 Consider the following examples (Janse 2004: 16) Other Asia Minor Greek dialects have variations on the same theme. Lycaonian has no differential object marking, but the definite article is used with definite animate object NPs only, whereas Farasiot has differential object marking, but the definite article is used with definite animate object and subject NPs (Janse 2004: 13f.) . The following examples are taken from a Farasiot version of the well-known tale of the Cyclops (Janse 2004: 20f Pontic has differential subject marking (Janse 2004: 25f.) : definite animate subject NPs take the accusative case, as in the following example:
ípen palaló-s k h -íme the fool-acc./def.nom.sg. he said fool-indef.nom.sg. not-I am "the fool said: I am not a fool" (Drettas 1997: 120) In Cappadocian, the use of the indefinite accusative, whether or not accompanied by the indefinite article, signals new (inactive) information and indefinite objects typically occur in postverbal position, as in (51a) Indefinite objects can also be presented as accessible information, in which case they are placed in preverbal position. This is particularly evident in the case of contrastive objects. The following example is from the same text as (55) Note that the postverbal indefinite objects in (54) and (55) are not clitic-doubled, contrary to the preverbal indefinite object in (56a). Definite objects present either given (active) or accessible (semiactive) information. When they occur in preverbal position, they present given information and are always clitic-doubled. If the subject is also expressed, the normal order is SOV as in (51b) and (56b), which is also the unmarked order in Turkish (Kornfilt 1997: 91 "the water he put on her other wing" (ibid.) In the absence of prosodic information, it is difficult to decide whether SOV is simply the unmarked order in Cappadocian (as in Turkish) if both subject and object present given information, or if the subject is in fact a left-dislocated topic. Drettas discusses similar cases in Pontic and uses the term "double thématisation" (1997: 251), i.e. "double topicalization". His translation seems to suggest that topicalization here implies topic left-dislocation: "moi, cette fille, je l'aime" (Drettas 1997: 251) The intonation pattern is confirmed by the following, recently recorded, example from Cappadocian. The double topic was announced in Greek by the narrator before she actually started her narrative:
school not 3pl.acc. we sent much "our children, we didn't send them to school that much" (Mistí, June 2005) In cases like these, the focus is on the verb phrase. If the subject is focused, it is placed immediately before the verb and the object is necessarily left-dislocated. Kesisoglou (1951: 49) In such cases, the doubling clitic may be attracted into preverbal position by any focused constituent, as in (27b) The examples discussed so far exhibit clitic-doubling in combination with OV order. When definite objects occur in postverbal position, they either present given or accessible information. VO order in combination with clitic-doubling signals given information, but the information is backgrounded, as in (51d Postverbal definite objects which are not clitic-doubled generally present accessible information. The following set is from the same text as (57a)-(57b). The story begins with three sisters who dream of marrying the king's son. Although neither the king nor his son have been mentioned, they are still presented as accessible information, the king being part of the setting of many Cappadocian stories. (69a) The difference between these three utterances is that the referent of patišáxu to peðí is presented as accessible information in (69a)-(69b), whereas it is emphatically presented as given information in (69c Contrastiveness is generally independent of activation cost (Chafe 1994: 77) . In Cappadocian, double contrastiveness normally entails SVO word order and the absence of clitic-doubling, even if the referents of subject and object are active: The referent of the preverbal indefinite subject NP ena vasiléas is activated as well and the same structure appears in the following sentence: In these three sentences the order is SVO, the flow of speech moving from inactive to inactive information in (73a) and from active to inactive information in (73b)-(73c). In the next sentence, the referents of the postverbal indefinite objects NPs ena korítš (73b) and ena álo néka (73c) are activated and both appear as preverbal definite NPs, the object NP being clitic-doubled: 
Conclusion
In this paper, I have traced the history of clitic-doubling in the history of the Greek language from Ancient to Asia Minor Greek. I started by presenting the standard account of clitic doubling in Modern Greek based on Philippaki-Warburton's observation that clitic-doubled NPs are as such marked as topics. After reviewing the confusing and partly confused terminology used in the description of the phenomenon in Modern Greek, I proposed a typology of clitic-doubling constructions in terms of information flow based on the parameters of word order (OV versus VO), whether or not in combination with prosodic dislocation (left versus right). Clitic doubling involving the fronting of the clitic-doubled NP is called topicalization or, if combined with a boundary pause, topic left-dislocation. Topic left-dislocation is obligatory in the presence of a preverbal focused NP. Clitic doubling involving the backing of the clitic-doubled NP is called backgrounding or, if combined with a boundary pause, topic right-dislocation. Right-dislocated topics are interpreted as an afterthought. In the next section, I have summarized the history of clitic placement from Ancient to Modern Greek and its dialects on the basis of my own previous research. In Ancient Greek, as in other ancient Indo-European languages, clitic placement or, to be more precise, enclitic placement was governed by Wackernagel's Law, which was reinterpreted as follows: in Ancient Greek enclitics are attracted to heavily stressed words placed at the beginning of an intonation unit. In the development of Ancient Greek, enclitic placement became more and more verb-centered, until there were only two competing positions left: pre-or postverbal, depending on the position of the verb and the presence c.q. absence of a heavily stressed word immediately preceding the verb. Competing motivations account for the generalization of preverbal placement in Standard Modern Greek and many of its dialects, but also for the partial generalization of postverbal placement in many other dialects, including those of Asia Minor. It was shown that the origins of the split can be traced back to Koine Greek and its grammaticalization to Medieval Greek. A number of Asia Minor Greek dialects such as Cappadocian have preserved the Medieval situation.
In the fourth section, I have traced the discourse origins of clitic doubling from Ancient to Medieval Greek. It was shown that in Ancient Greek, clitic doubling was not a grammatical device to mark the clitic-doubled NP as a topic, but rather an occasional mnemotechnic device to clarify the referent of a left-dislocated topic usually separated by an intervening clause from the verb on which it depended. It was also shown that topic right-dislocation existed in Ancient Greek as a device to clarify or specify the referent of a clitic pronoun. The grammaticalization of clitic doubling was traced back to the use of hanging topics, i.e. topics without overt grammatical connection to the rest of the sentence, in which case the doubling clitic was needed to specify the grammatical relation of the corresponding hanging topic as direct or indirect object. After a period of optional clitic doubling in post-Classical (Koine) Greek, the construction was finally grammaticalized in the Medieval period, when doubling clitic positively marked clitic-doubled NPs as topics.
In the final section, I have presented the first ever description of cliticdoubling in Asia Minor Greek, with particular reference to Cappadocian and other East Asia Minor dialects such as Farasiot and Lycaonian. It was shown that cliticdoubling serves exactly the same function in East Asia Minor Greek as in Medieval and Standard Modern Greek. One of the major differences between the latter and East Asia Minor Greek is the availability of an indefinite accusative to mark an object NP as focus and the absence of the definite article in the nominative (only in the case of masculine and feminine nouns) to mark subject NPs as topic. The typology proposed for Modern Greek in section 2 appeared to apply to East Asia Minor Greek as well: topicalization, backgrounding and topic left-dislocation function the Greek way, even though the Turkish influence especially on Cappadocian word order is formidable. Turkish interference and the absence of sufficient prosodic data make it difficult at the present stage of our knowledge to decide whether clitic-doubled SOV-constructions with a postverbal clitic actually reflect topic left-dislocated constructions with an additional topic in preverbal position or just copy the unmarked Turkish word order. Clitic-doubled OSV-onctructions, on the other hand, are unambiguously interpreted as topic left-dislocated constructions with a focused subject in preverbal position. Cliticdoubled SVO-constructions were unambiguously interpreted as cases of backgrounding on the analogy of the Turkish, but also the Standard Modern Greek construction.
It turns out, again, that East Asia Minor Greek, and Cappadocian in particular, despite its heavily Turkified state, has retained much of its Ancient and Medieval Greek inheritance with respect to clitic doubling. Note * Research for this paper was supported by grants from the Fund for Scientific Research-Flanders (FWO-Vlaanderen 1.5.172.03) and the Netherlands Organization for Scientific Research (NWO 365-50-011). I take the opportunity to thank the editors, Dalina Kallulli and Liliane Tasmowski, for their patience and acute observations, and an anonymous referee for comments and bibliographical references. 1 For recent surveys cf. Anagnostopoulou (1999) , Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou (2000: 178ff.) and Philippaki-Warburton et al. (2004) . 2 Cf. Joseph (2001; 2002c) . 3 Cf. Philippaki-Warburton (1977; , Philippaki-Warburton & Spyropoulos (1999) , PhilippakiWarburton et al. 2004) . 4 Cf., e.g. Anagnostopoulou (1999) , Condoravdi & Kiparsky (2001) .
